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SECURITY AND DEFENSE OF THE MIDDLE EAST
CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The term Middle East is of 20th century origin, having been coined in 1902
to refer to the general area between Arabia and India. It is an example of
geographical references with political overtones that have often been derived
from the western view of the world with Europe as the center. The area to the
east of Europe was thus logically regarded as the east and political issues
relevant to it were part of the "eastern question.” In the 19th century, when
West Europe became concerned with the affairs of Asia in more substantial way
the area was viewed as the Far East. The term Near East had already been used
first to refer to South East Europe, then under the Ottoman Empire in Asia and
Africa.

Beg£;ning in World War 1I, this term became to be replaced by Middle East,
though some still use the older phase, and some non-western countries often
prefer the term South West Asia. The definition of Middle East has been
elastic. Sometimes it has been used for a large area, spanning three
continents and largely dominated by Islamic culture, stretching from North
Africa to Central Asia, the Horn of Africa and Pakistan; but the term is most
familiarly used to depict the triangle from the Nile Valley to the Moslem area
of Central Asia to the Persian Gulf, an area containing about 120 million
people and lands of Egypt, the Fertile Crescent (which now includes the
countries, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Iraq -nd Israel), Iran, Saudi Arabia and
Persian Gulf countries.

The present map of much of the area dates from the breakup of the Ottoman

Empire after World War I, when new states were constituted under the League of

Nations mandates administered by France and Britain, The Middle East, with




its geographic setting between the land masses of Europe, Africa and Asia,
the crossroads of the world, thereby engendering trade and a wmixture of
people and cultures, but also leading to continual -nnflict and waves of
irvasion. The Middle East in whole or in part has been subjected to the
control of a variety of rulers throughout the history up to the Turks in the
20th century.

The strategic importance of the area has long been recognized. Napoleon
Bonaparte invaded the Middle East to block British control of India. In turn,
Britain supported the Ottoman Empire, which lasted until 1918, to prevent
Russian expansion southward. Germany before World War I competed with other
powers at the time to obtain a foothold in the area. In the post-World War II
era the vital importance of the area has been enhanced by the western
dependence on the area for oil. Two-thirds of the world's known oil reserves
lie in the area. The borders of a number of Middle East states were shaped in
the early 20th century by decisions of Britain and France and were more the
result of British and French strategic interests than of local ethnic or
religious factors. A number of boundaries are loosely defined or may not be
fully accepted by other countries.

By the beginning of the 1980s, the inventory of Middle East problems, both
internal and foreign, was far greater than the region could cope with itself,
or than any single outside power could manage. No regional constellation of
countries, nor the U.S. or the USSR alone could resolve the Arab-Israeli
conflict, settle the Palestinians, end the Arab-Israeli conflict, terminate
the strife in Lebanon, bring stability to the countries torn by civil war or
improve economics and social conditions. These problems require insight,

planning and understanding on a large scale, a scale that would require




cooperation among the nations of the Middlie East as well as among the powers
outside the region for whom the Middle East will be an area of vital
importance during decades to come. In studying the Middle East, it is wise
not to oversimplify a complex reality.

The states of the central Middle East were created in the World War I
period by the colonial powers without regard for desires of the people of the
area. This significantly divided the area and has set the people of the area

against each other.

PURPOSE

This paper has been written to study the security of Middle East and
provide an appreciation and analysis of the Arab historical process in the
20th century. This paper also illuminates the current conflicts in the region

and provides an appreciation on regional events to the end of the century.




CHAPTER 11

HISTORY OF THE MIDDLE EAST (1850-1920)
AN ANALYSIS OF THE POLITICAL AND STRATEGIC FACTORS
THAT INFLUENCED THE ARAB-RENAISSANCE AND THE
ARAB WAR OF LIBERATION (1916-1918)

THE ARAB RENAISSANCE

After the decisive Battle of Marj Dabiq in north Syria in 1516, tte
Ottoman Sultan Salim "The Conqueror” crushed Mamluk power in Syria, and a year
later in 1517, Cairo and Egypt surrendered to the Ottoman Turks. Thereafter,
for 401 years (1517-1918) the Arab world remained under Turkish rule, It was
not until June 1916 that the flag of the Arab War of Liberation was raised in
Mecca by Sherif Hussein Ibn Ali, the Emir of Mecca and guardian of the Holy
Places.

The first steps in the quest for Arab nationalism were launched by the
members of the Literary Society, which was formed in Beirut in 1847 for the
purpose of propagating the Arabic language. Arabia had witnessed the
establishment of Wahabi power in the early 18th century and the conquest and
occupation of Syria and of Arabia by Mehmet Ali the Albanian ruler of Egypt in
1818 and 1832, respectively. But these events had little impact on the
dormant Arab national consciousness.

In 1832 Mehmet Ali was on the march again. In that year he completed the
conquest of Syria, occupied Damascus, Homs and Aleppo, and decisively defeated
a Turkish force which was attempting to bar his progress to Constantinople.
The road to Constantinople lay open, but pressure from the great European
povwers and determined opposition by Lord Palmerston blocked Mehmet Ali's

efforts to establish an Arab empire just as he was about to meet with success.




Although Mehmet Ali's spectacular military advance initially heralded
promises of political opportunity and of emancipation to the oppressed peoples
of Syria, later developments were to prove otherwise. In the words of the

Arab historian, George Antonious, author of "The Arab Awakening":

Thus the ambitious plan of an Arab empire conceived by
Mehmet Ali and nurtured by Ibrahim failed to find in Syria
the sustenance it needed and was the more easily stifled
by England's hostility. 1Its great weakness was that it
was formed out of time, in advance of the birth of Arabd
national consciousness. It vanighed with their retrea-,
not to be heard of again as a problem in world politics
until the War of 1914. Then it emerged once more as the
dream of one man and his son of Arab race this time, whose
purpose was to be strengthened by the very forces that had
been denied Mehmet Ali~-the fire of Arab nationalism and
the strong arm of England's backing.l

In 1876 an event of historical importance to the Arab world occurred.
Abdul Hamid II was proclaimed Sultan om 31 August 1876, following the
deposition of the unpopular monarch Abdul Aziz. Abdul Hamid II reigned for 33
years until 1909 when he was deposed in turn by the "Committee of Union and
Progress,” more popularly known as the "Young Turks.”

Two events of major importance which occurred during Abdul Hamid's reign
which were to have an important bearing on future Turco-Arab relations and on
Turkey's entry into the War of 1914, were the construction of the Hejaz and
Baghdad Railway and the launching of Germany's politico—economic and strategic
policy of "Drang nach Osten--the drive to the East.” The Hejaz Railway
project, which envisaged the laying of a railway line from Damascus to Medina
and on to Mecca, was a political masterstroke and won the Caliph plaudits from
Moslems from all over the world. The work of construction, which was
entrusted to German engineers, began in 1901. By the autumn of 1908 the line
had been laid to Medina--a distance of about 900 miles.

Apart from the religious and political advantages which accrued, the

strategic value of the Hejaz Railway could not be ignored. In one stroke the




railway reduced travel time between Damascus and Medina from 40 days by
caravan, and 10 to 15 days by sea from Syria to the Hejaz, to a mere 5 days by
train. Though initially the shortening of travel time was intended to
accelerate the movement of Turkish troops to Arabia and the turbulent Yemen,
the Hejaz Railway was eventually to act as a conduit for the rapid and
convenient movement of political ideas, and for the conduct and coordination
of military operations by the nascent Arab Liberation Movement.

The other factor of political importance was the birth of a new "Drang
nach Osten” orientation in Germany's foreign policy. Economists and political
thinkers had awakened interest in the possibilities of expanding Germany's
political and economic influence in Asia Minor as a means of countering
British influence in the region. 1In course of time, {t was adopted as a basis
of new policy which was to establish German ascendancy in Constantinople.

In autumn of 1898, Kaiser Withem II arrived in Constantinople on a state
visit to the Sultan, and in pursuance of Germany's "Drang nach Osten,”
succeeded in obtaining important concessions from the Sultan. The most
important concession, which raised problems of a strategic, as well as
political and economic nature, was the construction of the Baghdad Railway
from Konia to its terminus on the Persian Gulf. It was a bold and ambitious
Germanic scheme, pregnant with the promise of empire, and it represented a

formidable challenge to British interests {n the Persian Gulf.

THE YOUNG TURKS AND THE ARAB RENAISSANCE: 1908-1916

The 1908 Turkish revolution was the work of the Committee of Union and
Progress (CUP), a secret association which the Young Turks had formed in
Salonica, with the avowed object of overthrowing the Sultan's despotism. The

Arab members of the CUP, who were mostly Arab officers, had participated in




the revolution as Ottoman citizens rather than as Arab nationalists. The
artificial Turco-Arab honeymoon was destined, however, to be short-lived.

In September 1908, two events of importance occurred which were to have a
direct bearing on the future prospects of the Arab Revolt. The first event
was the appointment of Sherif Hussein Bin Ali by the CUP as the Grand Sherif

and Emir of Mecca (or the Khadem al-Haramain al-Sherifain - the "Keeper of the

Holy City"” and the "Protector of the Holy Places”). The other event was the
formal inauguration of the Hejaz Railway, which had been completed as far as
Medina. Prior to his appointment as Grand Sherif, Sherif Hussein had been
living in Constantinople for nearly 16 years as a "political captive” of the
Sultan.

The suppression of the non-Turkish racial societies that followed had two
immediate but far-reaching effects--the societies went underground and the CUP
adopted the doctrine of Pan-Turanism, a movement of purely Turkish
nationalism, and began to assert itself,

Apart from the serious political and social implications the Pan-Turkish
movement had for the non-Turkish 70 percent of the population of the Ottoman
Empire, the adoption of the doctrine greatly influenced Turkish strategic
planning in World War I by focusing attention on the Caucasus region, at the
expense of Arabia, Syria and Mesopotamia. This accelerated the collapse and
eventual annihilation of the Turkish Armies in Palestine and Arabia.

Between the years of 1909 and 1914, in the sullen and discontented Arab
provinces of the empire, four political societies were formed--two were public
and two were secret. The two public societies were the "Al Muntada al-Adabi”

in Constantinople in 1909 and the "Ottoman Decentralization Party,” in Cairo

in 1912, Two secret societies had also come into being. One was




Al-Qahtaniya, which was established towards the end of 1909. Its object was
to promote turning the Ottoman Empire into a dual monarchy on the pattern of
the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The Arab provinces were to form a single
kingdom, which was in turn to form part of a Turco-Arab Empire, under the
Ottoman Sultan in Constantinople. This policy stemmed from the belief that
unity could be reached through separation, but on a more lasting and realistic
basis. The leader of the society was none other than Major Aziz Al{ al Masri,
an officer of the Turkish Army who was destined to play an important role in
the Arab revolt.

The other secret society was the Al-Fatat (The Young Arab Society), which
was founded in Paris in 1911. Its founders were seven young Moslem Arabs who
were studying in Paris. The objects of the society were to work for the
independence of the Arab countries and their liberation from Turkish or any
other alien domination. Al-Fatat proved to be the most effective society of
its time and moved its center from Paris to Beirut in 1913, and later to
Damascus in 1914, under the very nose of the Ottoman administration. Early in
1914, and following the dissolution of the Al-Qahtaniya, Major Aziz Ali al
Masri formed a new society called Al-Ahd (The Covenant). It was not until
1915 that the Al-Ahd joined forces with its parallel civil organization--the -
Al-Fatat--to pool their resources to provoke the Arab Revolt. Aziz al Masri,
who had resigned earlier in a formal protest against the patently anti-Arab
policies adopted by the Young Turks, was arrested, court-martialled and thrownm
into prison in 1912, on the orders of his classmate at the Ottoman Academy in
Constantinople, Jemal Pasha (Biyuk).

While the four Arab societies were working in their various ways towards
the concept of Arab nationalism, Sherif Hussein Ibn Ali, now firmly entrenched

as Sherif and Emir of Mecca, was actively planning the overthrow of Turkish




rule in the Hejaz and Arabia. 1In the absence of the central, unifying
political and military leadership and the dynamic motive force provided by the
Hashemites, the Arab Revolt could well have remained a mere pipe-dream in the

patriotic but troubled hearts of Arab nationalists.

THE POLITICAL WEB: TURKISH TERROR AND ANGLO-FRENCH DUPLICITY

With the banning of Arab secret societies in 1914, Al-Fatat and Al-Ahd
agreed co pool their resources and coordinate their political efforts, but
they were forced underground. Matters were not helped by the appointment of
Jemal Pasha (Biyuk), a member of the Young Turks triumvirate, as governor and
commander-in~chief of Syria and Arabia. 1In the Hejaz, Sherif Hussein was
resisting attempts by the CUP to absorb the Hejaz into Ottoman administrationm,
stripping it of its provincial privileges and {mmunities. It was to clarify
the policy and intentions of the Unionist Government towards the Emir of Mecca
that Emir Abdullah, the second son of Sherif Hussein and member of the
Parliament for the Hejaz in the Ottoman Council of State, undertook a journey
to Constantinople. During Emir Abdullah's stopover in Cairo as a personal
guest of the Khedive, in February 1914, he had his first meeting with Lord
Kitchener, the British Agent for Egypt and Sudan. On being asked by the Emir-
as to what assistance could be éxpected from the British government in "case
of neea," Lord Kitchener replied: "that the. traditional friendship between
Great Britain and Turkey prevented His Majesty's Government from interfering
in her internal affairs.”2 British interest in the Arab cause, however,

revived on the declaration of war by Turkey in November 1914, (see Map 1)




THE MCMAHON CORRESPONDENCE: OCTORFR 1914-JUNE 1916

In November 1914 the Caliph-Sultan had proclaimed a Jehad (Holy War)
against the Entente powers and demanded Sherif Hussein do the same. With
great dexterity and skill, Sherif Hussein managed to placate the Ottoman
government by stating that a declaration on his behalf would merely result in
a British naval blockade of the Hejaz.

In October 1914 Emir Abdullah, who was acting as his father's political
adviser, recelved the first of a series of British notes inviting the Arabs to
join the war on the side of Great Britain. Later, the secretive note-passing
took the form of a convoluted and complex correspondence with Sir Henry
McMahon, the Counsel-General,-turned-High-Commissioner (January 1915) in
Egypt, which had been formally proclaimed a British protectorate in December
1914. The gist of the correspondence was that "Great Britain would help the
Arabs in their fight for liberation until the evacuation by the Turks and

Germans of the Arab countries had been completed."3

THE DAMASCUS PROTOCOL: MAY 1915

With the failure of the Turkish offensive against the Suez Canal conducted
by Jemal Pasha (Kuchuk) in February 1915, Jemal Pasha (Biyuk) returned to
Damascus a bitter and disillusioned man. As reports of anti-Turk underground
nationaligt activities gathered weight fro& March 1915 to May 1916, Jemal
Pagsha (Biyuk), who was destined to gain notoriety in Arab history as "The

Butcher,” ordered the public hanging of Arab nationalists, guilty or
otherwise, in Damascus and Beirut. The brutal executions were the bresking
point in the relations between the Arabs and Turks. Insofar as the Arabd

nationalists were concerned, it was the point of no return.
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In the early winter of 1915, the Higher Committee of the Al-Fatat, in

coordination with the Al-Ahd, had passed a resolution which stated that:

In consequence of Turkey's entry into the war, the fate of

the Arab provinces of the Ottoman Empire is seriously

imperilled and every effort is to be made to secure their

liberation and independence. It being also resolved that,

in the event of European designs appearing to materialize,

the society should be bound to work on the side of Turkey

in order to resist foreign penetration of whatever kind of

form.4
These fears of British, French, Russian and Italian designs were shared by the
Grand Sherif. An innate distrust of the European powers was apparent in the
resolution.

In April 1915, Emir Feisal (the third son of Sherif Hussein) arrived in
Constantinople. Though the Young Turks expressed sympathy for the Grand
Sherif's predicament in the Hejaz, they all implied that the Sherif's
endorsement of the fatwa (religious decree) for a jehad would simplify matters
considerably, and suggested that his father give urgent consideration to their
plea. On his return to Damascus on 23 May 1915, the Al-Fatat and Al-Ahd had
drawn up a protocol defining the conditions under which the Arab leaders would
be prepared to cooperate with Great Britain against Turkey. These conditions
were:

"The recognition by Great Britain of the independence of the Arab
countries lying within the following frontiers: (see Map 2)

North

o The line Mersin-Adana to parallel 37 North, and thence along the line
Bire jik-Urfa~-Mardin-Midiat-Jazirat-Amadia, to the Persian frontier;

East

0 The Persian frontier down to the Persian Gulf;

11




South
o The Indian Ocean (with the exclusion of Aden), whose status was to be
maintained;

West

o The Red Sea and the Mediterranean Sea back to Mersin;

o The abolition of all exceptional privileges granted to foreigners under
the Capitulations;

o The conclusion of a defensive alliance between Great Britain and the
future Arab state; and

o The grant of economic preference to Great Britain."5

“"Such were the conditions,” observes George Antonious,

On which the Arab leaders were prepared to support an Arab
revolt to be proclaimed by the Sherif of Mecca, and to do
everything in their power to help the allied cause ... the
Damascus protocol is an extremely important text, not only
for what it contains, but also on account of the use to
which it was afterwards put by Sherif Hussein, when in the
followin% July, he resumed negotiations with Great
Britain.
According to that Sherif Hussein wrote his first note to Sir Henry McMahon on
July 14, 1915,

By 1916, however, Jemal Pasha was in a suspicious and dangerous mood, as
the Turkish military intelligence had got wind of the motives and intentions
of Arab nationalist secret societies. A reign of fear and terror was
unleashed on the Arab populace. News of the contemplated move of a picked
force of 3,500 Turks under Khairi Bey to the Yemen in April 1916 through the
Hejaz forced Sherif Hussein to act at once. These 3,500 Turkish troops could
in no circumstances be permitted to proceed beyond Medina and Mecca, as their

presence could well succeed in smothering the Arab revolt at birth.

Accordingly, Emir Ali (the eldest son of the Sherif), who was then commanding

12




the Sherifian forces in Medina, was given specific instructions by the Sherif

that the move of Khairi Bey beyond Medina was to be met by force.

THE SYKES-PICOT TREATY 1916 AND THE BALFOUR DECLARATION--NOVEMBER 1917

Before even attempting to analyze the Anglo-French strategic concept of
operations adopted for the defeat of the Ottoman Army in World War I, it is
necessary to consider and appreciate the political motives of the allies--
their solemn promises to the Arabs notwithstanding. The first step in the
betrayal of their erstwhile Arab allies was the Sykes-Picot Treaty of 1916, to
be followed a year later by the Balfour Declaration (November 1917). On
Turkey's entry into the war, Russian, British, and French political ambitions
and aims at aggrandizement at the expense of the Ottoman empire began to
manifest themselves. Negotiations were opened early in 1915 and a series of
secret agreements were reached. Russia earmarked Constantinople and four
Vilayets of Eastern Anatolia for herself. France reserved to herself the
greater part of Syria, a considerable portion of Southern Anatolia and the
district of Mosul, Great Britain, not to be oufdone, claimed a band of
territory extending from the south of Syria, across the desert to Iraq and the
Persian Gulf. Palestine was reserved for a special international mandate
(see Map 3). As George Antonious so caustically and justifiably remarks:

The Sykes-Picot Agreement is a shocking document. It is

only the product of greed at its worst, that is to say, of

greed allied to suspicion and so leading to stupidity: it

also stands out as a startling piece of double-dealing.’
Information about the existence of the agreement was passed on to the Turks in
early 1918 by the Bolsheviks in the wake of their 1917 October Revolution. In

turn, the Turks passed the information on to the disbelieving Arabs.
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On being queried as to the contents of the agreement found in the imperial

Russian archives by the Soviets, the British Foreign Secretary, Mr. Arthur

Balfour, confirmed with

All the assurance at his command that Great Britain in
accordance with her former pledge would stand by the Arabs
in their struggle for liberation and assist them in
obtaining their freedom. Never was a lie more blatant,
yet Sherif Hussein . . . with his faith in British
standards of fair dealing still unshaken, took the
disingenuous message at its face value and set his mind at
rest.

THE BALFOUR DECLARATION: NOVEMBER 1917

After several months of negotiations with Jewish leaders in England, the

British government had entered yet another commitment which conflicted with

their previous pledges to the Arabs. This was the famous Balfour Declaration,

which stated quite specifically and unequivocally that:

As George

His Majesty's government view with favor the establishment
in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people and
will use their best endeavors to facilitate the
achievement of this object, it being clearly understood
that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil
and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in
Palestine or the rights and political status enjoyed by
Jews in any other country.9

Antonious so aptly observes:

The Balfour Declaration, as it came to be universally
known, was issued from the foreign office on 2 November
1917 and made public a few days later, that is to say, two
years after the issue of Sir Henry McMahon's note of 24
October 1915 and 18 months after the outbreak of the Arab
revolt, when Sherif Hussein relying on England's pledges
of Arab independence, which he had every reason to believe
applied to Palestine, had thrown in his lot openly with
the allies.l0

As was to be expected, the publication of the Declaration provoked a wave

of protest in the Arab world. This was stilled by yet another palpably false
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statement by the British government, though. On 16 June 1918, in reply to a
memorandum submitted by the seven Arab leaders of political standing in Egypt,
who had been privy to the terms of the Hussein-McMahon compact, the British
Foreign Office issued a document known as "The Declaration of the Seven."
This confirmed Great Britain's previous pledges "to the Arabs in plainer
language than in any former public utterance and more valuable still, provides
an authoritative enunciation of the principles on which these pledges
rested.ll

With a persistence towards subterfuge and falsehood that is virtually
inexplicable, the English and French governments issued a statement of 7
November 1918, which was universally known as the "Anglo-French Declaration.”
In it, the allies, now in occupation of the northern Arab provinces of the
Ottoman Empire, defined their war aims "as the complete and final liberation
of the population living under the Turkish yoke and the setting up of national
governments chosen by the people themselves in the free exercise of the
popular will.l2

However, the final denouncement came at the peace conference in Paris in
January 1919, where Emir Feisal headed the He jaz Delegation. There was wide
divergence between what the Arabs rightly claimed and what Great Britain and
France were willing to recognize as their part of the bargain. The final
"gettlement” imposed on the Arabs violated the promises specifically made to
them and the principle on which the allies enunciated as the foundations of
the future peace. What followed is a matter of history. Iraq rose in revolt
in 1920, the Syrian rebellion broke out in 1925, and Palestine was in ferment
till the outbreak of World War II.

The final act of this dismal and sordid chapter of allied-Arab history was

enacted at San Remo on 25 April 1920. At the conference, it was decided to
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place the Arab lands between the Mediterranean and the Perstfan frontier under
mandatory rule! Syria and Lebanon were to be placed under a single mandate to
be entrusted to France. Great Britain was to hold a mandate for Ir:zq and

another for Palestine, the latter of which would carry with it an obligation

to apply the Balfour Declaration (see Map 4).

POLITICAL AIMS AND STRATEGIC CONCEPTS

In varying degrees, the political ambitions of the major contestants in
the Middle East zone of operations influenced the strategic concept of
operations adopted by their High Commands. Turco-German War plans were
hamstrung by a divergence of strategic objectives. Turkish plans were
dominated by the Young Turks' Pan-Turanic policy, which resulted in the major
effort of the Ottoman Army being concentrated in the strategic cul-de-sac of
the Caucasus region. German plans were influenced by their "Drang nach Osten”
policy for economic prosperity in the east, and their concern for threatening
British interests in the Suez Canal zone and the Persian Gulf. Anglo-French
strategic interests lay in dominating the Arab Middle East by absorbing the
Arab provinces of the Ottoman Empire into their imperial orbit. Russian war
plans were aimed at the absorption of the eastern provinces of Anatolia, to
bgttress their newly acquired possessions in Moslem Caucasia and Central Asia,
together with the control of the Dardanelles. Imperial Czarist ambitions were
thwarted by the Bolshevik October Revolution of 1917. The Jewish planned to
increase immigration to the Palestine to establish the Jewish state there. At
the bottom of the woodpile and the weakest of the protagonists were the Arabs,
who were determined to achieve an independent Arab state between the
Mediterranean and the Zagros mountains on the ruins of the Ottoman Empire.

During four years of war, each of the combatants attempted to follow their
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avowed political ambitions and aims with varying degrees of success and

failure.

TURCO-GERMAN STRATEGIC WAR AIMS

In 1914, Turkish strategic war aims were directed at the attainment of the
Young Turks' political and racial policy enunciated in 1909--the absorption of
all Turkish people into a single, racially pure, Pan-Turanic state to the
exclusion of all non-Turks. The Triumvirate that ruled Turkey was convinced
that the war would be won by Germany and saw in it an opportunity to realize
its territorial ambitions for a Pan-Turanic state that would include Russian
Armenia, northwest Persia, and the Moslem provinces of Caucasia and Trans-
Caucasia. It was Germany's pledge to assist Turkey in securing these
provinces that encouraged the Young Turks to cast their lot with the Central
Powvers.

The groundwork for the Turco—-German alliance had been well and truly laid
by the state visit of Kaiser Wilhem II to Abdul Hamid in 1898 and by the
establishment of a German Advisory Military Mission 15 years earlier under
Colonel Von der Goltz in 1883, As a result of the Kaiser's visit, and in
conformity with Germany's policy of "Drang nach Osten,” German engineering
firms undertook the construction of the strategic Baghdad to Hejaz Railway.
Turco—German political, military and economic cooperation continued without
interruption until 1914, despite Turkey's traditional friendship with Great
Britain, a fact that had been made perfectly plain to Emir Abdullah during the
course of his meeting with Lord Kitchener in Cairo in February 1914. Apart
from her Pan-Turkish territorial ambitions, furkey's fear for Russia
encouraged her in seeking Germany's friendship and protection. Apart from

their concern with Russia, the inner group of Turkish leaders who held power
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in Constantinople evinced little or no interest in the Arab provinces of the
empire, a failing which eventually was to prove their political and military
undoing. A further and more serious strategic failing was the Turks' failure
to appreciate the vital role the Suez Canal zone and the Persian Gulf region
played in Creat Britain's global strategic posture. A major effort directed
at the Suez Canal would not only have succeeded in severing Britain's vital
line of communication with India and Australia, but could well have resulted
in the ousting of the unpopular British political and military presence in
Egypt, the main strategic base for allied operations launched against
Gallipoli, Palestine and Syria. Similarly, the consolidation of the Turks'
military position in the Basra region of Lower Mesopotamia would have
prevented the landing of the British Mesopotamia Expeditionary Force, and {its
subsequent build up and advance upstream to Baghdad. The failure to
appreciate the prime importance of the Suez Canal Zone and of Lower
Mesopotamia to the British war effort was a very serious flaw or blind spot in
the strategic perception of the politically and racially oriented Young Turks
Triumvirate., The failure of the Young Turks' strategic perception was to cost
them dear and lose them the war,

Germany's strategic war aims in Asia were, however, at variance with the
Pan-Turanic concept of the Young Turks. Insofar as the German High Command
was concerned, and rightly so, Egypt, the Suez Csnal, Mesopotamia and the
Persian Gulf were prime strategic objectives. Their occupation would place
Great Britain at a grave strategic disadvantage politically, militarily and
economically. Fortunately for Great Britain's interests in the region, the
divergence of German and Turkish war aims effectively prevented a serious
threat from developing against either Egypt or Mesopotamia. The only occasion

during the war when Turkish and German strategic aims coincided was in August
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1917 when General Falkenhayn and Enver Pasha agreed on the necessity to
recapture Baghdad and to eject the British from Mesopotamia. The plan of
campaign was given shape and substance by the initiation of operation
"Yilderim,” which planned the recapture of Baghdad and the subsequent advance
to the Persian Gulf hy Army Group "F" (Yilderim). (see Map 5) However, before
the plan could be executed, the rapid build up of the Egyptian Expeditionary
Force on the borders of Palestine, the violent opposition to the Baghdad
venture by Jemal Pasha, and Allenby's ominous concentration and evident
preparations for the decisive third Battle of Gaza resulted in a drastic
change in Turco-German plans for Yilderim, as will be discussed in the next
chapter.13

Thus, from the commencement of the offensive against the Russians by the
Caucasus group of armies under Enver Pasha's personal command in December
1914, through the Gallipoli campaign in 1915, and the retreat in Mesopotamia,
to the annihilation of the skeletal and impoverished 4th, 7th and 8th Turkish
Armies by General Allenby's Egyptian Expeditionary Force in Palestine in
September 1918, Turkish interest lay permanently and unflinchingly focussed on
the Caucasus. Never for a moment, even though Constantinople was threatened
by the allied landing at Gallipoli, did Turkish concern for the Caucasus
waver, The campaigns in Egypt, Arabia, Palestine, Syria and Mesopotamia,
where the British had deployed just under one million men, were considered to
be sideshows, and little value--whether strategic or political--was attached
to them., They were, as a consequence, starved of men, material and sustenance
throughout the period of war. Despite the low priority accorded to these
fronts, the Turkish forces, abandoned to their fate in the Arab provinces,

succeeded in trying down over 215,000 British troops in Egypt and Palestine,
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which included the strategic Imperial Reserve, and over 415,000 in

Mesopotamia.

BRITISH STRATEGIC WAR AIMS

In conformity with the British strategic defense concept that
the obvious line of the actual defense of the eastern
frontier of Egypt is the Suez Canal, Sir John Maxwell,
Commander of the British forces in Egypt had by December
1914, deployed the 10th and 11lth Indian Divisions for the
defense of the canal. In addition to the weak Indian
corps, two divisions of an Australian and New Zealand
contingent were undergoing training in the Delta. At a
conservative estimate, General Maxwell had a force of some

70,000 men available for the defense of the canal. Naval
support was provided by the East Indies Squadron which
dominated the Red Sea., By January 1915, Egypt was
expectant and fully prepared for an expected Turkish
attack across the Sinai directed at the Suez Canal.l4,15
In August 1917, the (British) Eastern Force was abollished and the Egyptian
Expeditionary Force (EEF) reorganized into three corps--the Desert Mounted
Corps, 20 Corps and 21 Corps, comprising of three mounted and seven infantry
divisions. The EEF was initially opposed by the 8th Turkish Army under the
command of General Kress Von Kressenstein. As the Turco-German High Command
was still engaged in bitter and acrimonious dispute over the conception,
strategic aims and objectives of Yilderim, the 7th Army which had been
assembled at Aleppo in the summer of 1917, was moved to Palestine in November
1917. Yilderim Headquarters (Force "F") did not arrive in Jerusalem until 29
October--two days after the third Battle of Gaza had begun.l6
The third Battle of Gaza, during which the EEF drove north from the Suez
Canal, lasted from 27 October to 14 Novembeg 1917 and culminated in the
capture of Jerusalem by the B:itish on 9 December 1917. The British Front was

stabilized on a general line across the Palestine midriff. On the capture of

Jericho in February 1918, Allenby initiated a series of offensives across the
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River Jordan directed at the severance of the Hejaz Railway at Amman. The
Battles of Amman, conducted from 21 March to 4 May 1918, were intended to be
coordinated with the capture of the Turkish garrison at Maan (in Trans jordan)
by Emir Feisal's Arab Northern Army. In all, four battles for Maan, extending
from April to July 1918, were undertaken by the Arab Northern Army, but the
Maan garrison held out until their organized tactical withdrawal to Amman in
September 1918, This withdrawal conformed to the overall Turkish strategic
retreat from Damascus to Aleppo in the face of Allenby's offensive in
September 1918, Attempts by the British 20th Corps and the Desert Mounted

Corps to cross the River Jordan, directed at the capture Amman, also failed.

SHERIF HUSSEIN IBN ALI'S CONCEPT FOR THE ARAB CAMPAIGN

The Leit-Motiv of Sherif Hussein's strategic concept of operatiens was the
adoption of a strategy of the "indirect approach,” with strong political and
psychological undertones. A strategy of the "indirect approach” was, in the
Crand Sherif's view, ideally suited to the Arab psychology and methods of
essentially tribal and guerilla warfare, and would in turn, place the stolid,
pugnacious but unimaginative Turks at their greatest disadvantage. The two
main pillars of the Grand Sherif's strategic concept were based on the
political awakening and active participation of the Arabs of Arabia, Syria and
Iraq in the grim struggle that lay ahead, together with a psychological
approach to undermine the Turks' morale and authority with the conduct of
limited military operations in the zones to be liberated. In modern military
parlance, Sherif Hussein's concept could best be described as a "peoples war,”
where "the people are the water and the guerillas are the fish,"17,18

In his silent political and psychological struggle with the astute Sultan

Abdul Hamid ITI from 1893 to 1908, and later with the racial fanatics of the
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Young Turks' movement, Sherif Hussein had learned, in the hard and dangerous
school of practical politics, to appreciate and analyze the strength and

weaknesses of the Turks. In his limited field of military operations, he had
an opportunity to study the Turkish Army at first hand during operations
conducted against the Idrisi in Asir in 1911, He was horrified to witness the
unthinking brutality meted out by the Turks to the subjugated tribes of Asir,
and at the same time he appreciated the utter futility of pitting ill-armed
Arab tribesmen, however brave and motivated, against tough, battle-experienced
and ruthless Turkish regulars. Terror was a weapon the Turks would not
hesitate to use.

Sherif Hussein explained his strategy for the Arab campaign to the Arabd
historian George Antonious in an interview in Transjordan in 1924, and the
latter comments

His approach to the problem was essentially psychological,
and he reasoned in terms of character, morale and spirit
as though they were the all important variables; while
guns and shells were to be regarded as mere constants,
common to both sides, and therefore cancelling each other
out. The Turk was a born "stonewaller"--{t was wasteful
to attack him frontally as at Gallipoli{ with whatever
superiority. Turkish units fought best on ground of their
own choosing, with familiar bases to fall back on--it paid
to render their tracks insecure. The Turkish soldier
shrank from adventure, enslaved himself to habit, and was
easily bewildered by the unexpected--take him by surprise
with an attack in the rear, a threat to his flank, and a
flare of risings on every side of him, and he was doomed.
Thus argued Sherif Hussein, who was no soldier but who
understood the Turks as well as the Arabs, and one virtue
in his plan was that it rested on a strategy which was
suited to Arab methods of warfare, and at the same time,
was designed to put the Turks to their greatest
disadvantage. But, it did not commend itself to the
mandarins on the allied general staff, and his course was
to recall his son (Emir Feisal) from Syria.l9

During the course of his negotiations with the British in the years 1914
and 1915, Sherif Hussein had in consultation with his sons, Emirs Ali,

Abdullah and Feisal, and the Arab officers of the Ottoman Army, and in
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conformity with his strategic concept, advocated an allied landing in the Gulf
of Alexandretta (Iskenderun) to sever Turkish communications between Asia
Minor and the Arab provinces of Syria and Mesopotamia. Alexandretta, was a
nodal point in the Turkish Railway system connecting Anatolia with Arab Asia,
and the loss of this vital port-cum-railhead together with a thrust towards
Aleppo would have a disastrous effect on the Turkish war effort in general,
and on the movement of troops and supplies, in particular. The landing at
Alexandretta was to be synchronized with uprisings in Syria and Arabia and the
proclamation of the Arab Revolt in the Hejaz. In the event of a major